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Detailed Action 

The amendment filed on 2/24/09 has been entered. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 27 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
In claim 27, line 5, "bard" should read -bar-. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 5-1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

(1 ) The scope of claims 1 5-1 9 is vague because it is not clear exactly what 
method step of manufacturing a wet shaving system is being claimed therein. Claims 
1 5-1 9 do not have a positive method step recitation for manufacturing a wet shaving 
system. 

Claim Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
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1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by King et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,167,625). 

King et al. discloses a wet shaving system (Fig. 2) comprising at least one blade 
(12/14), a platform (16,18,20,22) and a guard bar (1 1) having two ends (38, see Fig.3) 
and positioned forward of the at least one blade (12/14) and parallel to the blade cutting 
edge (see Fig.1 , not labeled), said platform (16,18,20,22) having parts molded over said 
ends (38) of said guard bar (1 1 ) as claimed (see Fig.1 ). 

Claims Rejection - 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 21-23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over King et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,625) in view of Schachter (U.S. Patent No. 
4,998,347). 

The shaving system of King et al. as set forth shows substantially all the claimed 
limitations except the guard bar (1 1 ) is preferably formed of elastomeric material (see 
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column 4, line 40-41) rather than the claimed stainless steel, and cross section of the 
guard bar is not substantially circular. 

However, it is notoriously old and well known in the art to use metal material such 
as "stainless steel" for a razor guard bar that has a substantially circular cross-section 
as evidenced by Schachter (see stainless steel guard bar "12" in Fig.1 and column 5, 
lines 22-25) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time this invention 
was made to use a well known and commercially available material such as Schachter's 
stainless steel for the guard bar of King et al. and to shape the guard bar so that it has a 
substantially circular cross-section as in Schachter. The modification is obvious 
because a person of ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known options within 
his or her technical grasp. 

3. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over King et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,167,625). 

The shaving system of King et al. as set forth shows substantially all the claimed 
limitations except the guard bar (1 1 ) is formed of elastomeric material rather than wood. 

However, the claimed wood material is not patentably distinct over King et al. 
since applicants have not specifically pointed out the criticality of using the claimed 
wood material for the guard bar, but have disclosed it as an example of various 
materials that may be used. Further, it has been held to be within the general skill of a 
worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended 
use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin , 125 USPQ 416. 
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4. Claims 14-19, 26, 27, 28 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over King et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,625) in view of Brown, Jr. et al. 
(U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0208907). 

King et al. discloses a process for manufacturing a wet shaving system (Fig. 2) 
comprising at least one blade (12/14), a platform (16,18,20,22) and a guard bar (11) 
having two ends (38, see Fig. 3) and positioned forward of the at least one blade (12/14) 
and parallel to the blade cutting edge (see Fig . 1 , not labeled). The difference between 
the process of King et al. and the claimed invention resides in the sequence of the 
method steps. Specifically, in King et al., the platform is formed first with a recess (29) 
in which the guard bar (1 1) is then insert molded to fill the recess (see column 4, lines 
1 7-1 9), and the ends (38) of the guard bar (1 1 ) are molded under parts of the platform. 
However, the claimed method has the sequence reversed (forming the guard bar first 
and then molding the platform over the ends of the guard bar). 

Brown, Jr. et al. teaches performing a part of a shaving system (in this case, a 
blade) first and then insert molding a platform of the shaving system over ends of such 
part (see the abstract and paragraphs [0009] and [0051]-[0060]). 

Therefore, to reverse the sequence of the method steps of King et al. so that the 
guard bar is formed first before the platform is molded over ends of the guard bar would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art because a person of ordinary skill has good 
reason to pursue the known options within his or her technical grasp. 
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The structural limitations as in claims 15-19 and 27 have been carefully 
considered but are deemed not to import any method step on the process of 
manufacturing a wet shaving system and accordingly cannot serve to distinguish. 

Regarding the product-by-process claim 26, the wet shaving system of King et al. 
as set forth appears to be identical to the claimed product. The patentability of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. See MPEP 21 13. 

Regarding claims 28 and 31 , while King et al. show the step of providing the 
guard bar (11) comprises providing an elastomeric (see column 4, line 40-41) rather 
than a wood guard bar. 

However, the claimed wood material is not patentably distinct over King et al. 
since applicants have not specifically pointed out the criticality of using the claimed 
wood material for the guard bar, but have disclosed it as an example of various 
materials that may be used. Further, it has been held to be within the general skill of a 
worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended 
use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin , 125 USPQ 416. 
5. Claims 28-30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over King et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,167,625) in view of Brown, Jr. et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2003/0208907) as applied to claim 14 above, and further in 
view of Schachter (U.S. Patent No. 4,998,347). 

The shaving system of King et al. as modified above shows substantially all the 
claimed limitations except the step of providing the guard bar (1 1 ) comprises providing 
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an elastomeric (see column 4, line 40-41) rather than a stainless steel guard bar, and 
the cross section of the guard bar is not substantially circular. 

However, it is notoriously old and well known in the art to use metal material such 
as "stainless steel" for a razor guard bar that has a substantially circular cross-section 
as evidenced by Schachter (see stainless steel guard bar "12" in Fig.1 and column 5, 
lines 22-25) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time this invention 
was made to further modify King et al. by providing a commercially available material 
such as Schachter's stainless steel for the elastomeric guard bar of King et al. Also, it 
would have been obvious to shape the guard bar so that it has a substantially circular 
cross-section as in Schachter. The modification is obvious because a person of 
ordinary skill has good reason to pursue the known options within his or her technical 
grasp. 

Remarks 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/24/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants argue, at page 5 of the amendment, claims 15-19 are proper 
dependent claims and do recite positive method steps for manufacturing a wet shaving 
system. Examiner agrees claims 15-19 proper dependent claim. However, claims 15- 
19 fail to positively recite method steps of manufacturing a wet shaving system. 
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Specifically, claims 15-19 are product claims and not method claims. They do not 
further limit the method of manufacturing a wet shaving system. 

In response to Applicants' argument King fails to identify any elements in the 
figures as being part of the platform. Examiner disagrees. King's elements 
(16,18,20,22) shown in Fig. 2 are deemed to be the claimed "platform" since applicants 
fail to particularly claim the structure of the platform that is distinguishable over that 
shown in King. Applicants further argue there is not disclosure or suggestion in King 
about what the end portions, as identified in annotated Fig.1 (see page 7 of the 
amendment), are made from. In response, King clearly states the razor cartridge 10 is 
"insert molded" (see column 3, lines 53-55) by injecting plastic in the forming mold (see 
column 4, line 5-9). Thus, the end portions as applicants annotate at page 7 of the 
amendment are formed of "plastic" as there is no mention otherwise. 

Applicants also argue, at page 8 of the amendment, the skin contacting-element 
1 1 in King chemically bonds with the surfaces forming the recess 29 in the guard 18, 
there would be no need for King to mold portions of its platform over the ends of the 
skin-contacting element 1 1 . In response, Fig.3 of King clearly shows the two ends (38) 
of the guard bar (11) having the platform molded thereon (note Fig.1 with the two ends 
of the guard bar 1 1 molded there under parts of the platform). In other words, King's 
parts of the platform are over molded onto the ends (38) of the guard bar (1 1 ). 

Applicants' arguments with respect to claims 21-25 appear to restate claim 20 
being patentably over King. As stated above, King shows a wet shaving system as 
claimed. Therefore, claims 21-25 stand rejected as set forth in the above 103 rejection. 
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In response to Applicants' arguments regarding claims 14-19, 26 and 27, the 
same response above applies. The difference between the process of King and the 
claimed invention resides in the sequence of the method steps. Specifically, in King, 
the platform is formed first with a recess (29) in which the guard bar (1 1 ) is then insert 
molded to fill the recess (see column 4, lines 17-19), and the ends (38) of the guard bar 
(1 1 ) are molded under parts of the platform. However, the claimed method has the 
sequence reversed (forming the guard bar first and then molding the platform over the 
ends of the guard bar). 

Brown, Jr. et al. teaches performing a part of a shaving system (in this case, a 
blade) first and then insert molding a platform of the shaving system over ends of such 
part (see the abstract and paragraphs [0009] and [0051]-[0060]). 

Therefore, to reverse the sequence of the method steps of King et al. so that the 
guard bar is formed first before the platform is molded over ends of the guard bar would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art because a person of ordinary skill has good 
reason to pursue the known options within his or her technical grasp. 

Action Made Final 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Point of Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hwei-Siu C. Payer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
451 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:00 am to 
4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for 
official communications and 571-273-4511 for proposed amendments. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



H Payer 
June 5, 2009 



/Hwei-Siu C. Payer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3724 



